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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-4 and 6-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Suzuki et al (US 5,414,914) in view of Haid et al (US 5,240,764), Knoke et al (US 
5,552,206), and James et al (US 5,822,833) for reasons of record set forth in a prior 
office action dated 05-03-05, and further in view of Seuhr et al (US 5,670,234) for 
reasons of record set forth in a prior office action dated 1 1-08-05. 

As for an added limitation of "said nonwoven fabric being devoid of chemical 
binder", a resultant modified non-woven fabric of Suzuki et al is free of any 
chemical binder, because Suzuki et al does not require using a chemical binder. 
Therefore, this added limitation does not define over the modified non-woven 
fabric of Suzuki et al. 

3. Claims 1-4 and 6-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over James et al (US 5,822,833) in view of Suzuki et al (US 5,414,914), Haid et al (US 
5,240,764), Knoke et al (US 5,552,206), and Seuhr et al (US 5,670,234). 

James et al discloses a process of manufacturing a resin-binder free 
hydroentangled fibrous web. The process comprises providing a fiber web 
including staple fibers such as rayon fibers, polyester fibers, etc. or a blend 
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thereof; hydroentangling the fiber web using a 3-D rotary image transfer device to 
impart 3-D image to the hydroentangled fiber web (col. 5 line 13 to col. 6 line 9; 
col. 9 line 21 to col. 12 line 28; figures 1A-1C; 9-13). 

James et al does not teach subjecting a fiber web to an initial hydroentangling 
operation to consolidate the web before it is hydroentangled to a 3-D rotary 
image transfer device. However, it would have been obvious in the art to subject 
a fiber web to an initial hydroentangling operation to consolidate the web before it 
is hydroentangled to a 3-D rotary image transfer device, because it is well known 
in the art to hydroentangle a fiber web before it is subjected to a principal 
hydroentangling operation, where the web on a rotary support member is 
exposed to pressurized streams of water as exemplified in the teachings of 
Suzuki et al (col. 4 line 44 to col. 5 line 40; figure 9) in order to simplify the 
handling and transport of the web. 

James et al does not teach using a blend of thermo-fusible and base fibers in 
forming a fibrous web and heat-activating the heat-fusible fibers in a 
hydroentangled web. However, it would have been obvious in the art to form a 
fibrous web comprising a blend of thermo-fusible and base fibers and heat- 
activate a hydroentangled web in a modified process of James et al, because: a) 
Haid et al, drawn to a spunlaced nonwoven web, discloses hydroentangling a 
web comprising base fibers and thermo-fusible binder fibers and then "remelting 
the fusible fibers (i.e., heat setting) ..."to "improve durability and abrasion 
resistance" (abstract; col. 2 lines 26-31 ); and, b) Knoke et al teaches "[a] special 
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softness is attained when the non-woven fabric is bonded using water jets, ...for 
obtaining an especially high internal strength, thermoplastic binding fibers can be 
included as weir (col. 2 lines 47-50 and claims 15-16). 
As for the jet-dyeing limitation, such would have been obvious in the art as such 
is conventional in the art of making hydroentangled fabrics as exemplified in the 
teachings of Seuhr et al (col. 4 lines 22-65; figures 3-4). Seuhr et al teaches that 
a jet dyeing process 7s a standard dyeing process used on many apparel and 
home finishing fabrics to soften the fabric and provide uniform color distribution. 
Such finishing processes are standard in the textile industry ..." (col. 4 lines 28- 
36). 

With respect to claims 2-4 and 6-9, these claims would have been obvious in the 
art for essentially the same line of reasoning set forth in a prior office action 
which was applied in numbered paragraph 2 above. 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed on 03-03-06 have been fully considered but they are 

not persuasive. 

On page 6 full paragraph 1 , Counsel argued "[tjhis appears to suggest that for 
every claim limitation that applicants might add in an effort to advance 
prosecution, they can expect yet a further prior art reference to be applied 
Not if the added limitation(s) include(s) a patentable subject matter, thereby 
rendering the claim as a whole non-obvious to one in the art. 
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On page 7 full paragraph 1, Counsel argued "... Applicants must respectfully 
maintain that this is contrary to the requirements ofM.P.E.P. 2143.01, which 
specifically admonishes that "the proposed modification cannot render the prior 
art unsatisfactory for its intended purpose.". While it is desired in Suzuki et al to 
produce a hydroentangled web at a low cost, Examiner strongly disagrees with 
Counsel's inference that the proposed modification would render the process of 
Suzuki et al "unsatisfactory for its intended purpose". One in the art would have 
considered the tradeoff between production cost versus enhanced aesthetic 
appearance (i.e. using 3-D imaged transfer device and jet dyeing operation) and 
improve durability (i.e. incorporation fusible fibers into a fiber web). Examiner 
maintains that there is a reasonable expectation of success to the proposed 
modification to the process of Suzuki et al. 

On page 7 full paragraph 3, Counsel argued Suehr et al contemplates using jet 
dyeing to soften a fabric. Accordingly, "... such a teaching is contrary to the 
present invention, wherein applicants' invention contemplates manufacture of a 
fabric which is sufficiently durable as to withstand jet dyeing." (originally 
italicized). Simply because jet dyeing soften a fabric, it does not mean that before 
the fabric is jet dyed, the fabric is not sufficiently durable to be able to withstand a 
jet dyeing operation. In fact, in light of the similarity of the production processes 
between the claimed process and the modified process of Suzuki et al, it would 
be reasonable to expect that the web in a modified process of Suzuki et al would 
have a similar, if not identical, characteristics to the web of the claimed process. 
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Moreover, fabric softness and fabric durability are NOT mutually exclusive from 
each other. In other words, a fabric can have enhance softness and yet durable. 
On page 7 last 2 lines to page 8 line 4, Counsel argued that "the prior art must 
suggest the desirability of the claimed invention". Examiner agrees. The 
collective teachings of the above prior art references would have suggested to 
one in the art on the desirability of the claimed invention. As Counsel's argument 
regarding the novelty of the presently claimed invention, the issue here is 
whether or not the presently claimed invention would have been obvious in the 
art and NOT whether the claimed invention is novel. 
On page 1 full paragraph 1, Counsel argued that "... Suehr et al does 
contemplate is fabrics formed with a 20% acrylic binder pick-up, with subsequent 
drying on drying cans". It would appear that Counsel is taking the Suehr et al 
patent out context. A fabric where a binder is used is merely used as 
comparative illustration to a fabric formed using a process of Suehr et al. See 
column 3 line 48 to column 4 line 65. More important, neither Suzuki et al nor 
James et al (alternative the primary references) contemplates using a binder 
resin. As for Counsel's argument regarding the meta-physical energies which are 
needed in Suehr et al, it is unclear where Counsel obtained this teaching. In any 
event, neither Suzuki et al nor James et al (alternative the primary references) 
contemplates using such meta-physical energies. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sam Chuan C. Yao whose telephone number is (571 ) 

272- 1224. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday with second 
Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mr. Richard Crispino can be reached on (571) 272-1 171. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Sam Chuan C. Yao 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1733 
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